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do some process-sorting when we

began our permit work under ESHB
1724. We developed a matrix to more
easily show what's being proposed to the
council and others. We analyzed our
existing processes to determine:

In Kennewick, we found it helpful to

I. How long is the required public
comment period for each type of
approval?

2. Is there an open record pre-decision
meeting?

3. Is there an open record hearing?

4. Who has the responsibility for making
the decision for granting or denying?

5. Who is responsible for the open
record appeal, if any?

fi. Who has the responsibility for the
closed record appeal?

7. Is there a second level for open record
appeals?

We took all permits and went through
the seven categories. Then we took the
proposed process based on ESHB 1724
using the same categories, making
judgments about where the best place
would be for one open record hearing to
occur, and the best body to make certain
decisions, We relied on state law to guide
us in making some of those judgments.

I recommend getting all the application

types down on paper so everyone will

have “quick-reference” sheets to help
them learn the new processes.

Another thing I encourage is to
recognize three main categories of land
use related actions:

§  Administrative approvals usually are
performed by staff and don’t involve
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a hearing. Building permits, home
occupations, and lot line adjustments
are examples.

B Legislative approvals require a
change in the city code or an adopted
plan. These typically involve a public
hearing; have broad, community-wide
implications; form the foundation for
parcel-by-parcel decisions; and are
not subject to ESHB 1724 because
they are on another level from
permits.

B Quasi-judicial approvals require a
public hearing and sometimes require
additional unique conditions, such as
mitigation measures. These include
individual parcel rezones, variances,
conditional use permits, and shoreline
permits. These applications often
have environmental reviews con-
nected with them and “cry out” for
streamlining.

Each jurisdiction must decide how
best to deliver the one-hearing, one-
appeal, 120-day guarantee for their own
situation based on a combination of three
things: state law, professional knowledge,
and local political experience.

Currently, in Kennewick, the staff
makes the final decision on lot line
adjustments, accessory apartments, home
occupations, mobile home, in-fills, site
plans, and short plats. No open record
hearings occur. If the staff decision is
appealed, it formerly went to planning
commission, but will now go to board of
zoning appeals as an open record appeal.
If your jurisdiction isn’t using staff as a
way 1o cut through the simple straightfor-
ward kinds of decisions, you might
consider it as one way of accelerating
YOUr Process.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6.
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Permit reform continues journey to a
more responsive land use system

By Steve Wells
Assistant Director, CTED Growth Management Services

or local governments just catching
F their breath after completing their

first comprehensive plans and
development regulations under the
Growth Management Act, the requirement
to revamp their permit systems by March
1996 may seem like a heavy burden.

However, work by the cities of Mill
Creek, Kennewick, and Olympia and
Pierce and Clark counties shows that local
governments can make good progress in a
short period of time to streamline their
permit processes.

This newsletter offers articles on the
work of these local governments, recipi-
ents of $150,000 in CTED grants, to
develop consolidated, integrated permit
systemns under ESHB 1724, (The confer-
ence schedule shown below will feature
permit system revisions.)

We see ESHB 1724 as a continuation
of regulatory reform efforts already
underway in the state. It is, in the post-
Referendum 48 era, the responsible
response to improving regulatory fairness.
Making our regulatory structure more fair
while retaining its effectiveness, is a
“train” that lefi the station in 1990. We
have been hard at work for five years
now, since adoption of the GMA which
included private property rights and
permitting goals.

The train gained speed with the
Regulatory Reform Task Force that
produced ESHB 1724 and will get even
further along with the work of the Land
Use Study Commission (see page 3). The
task force had, and now the study com-
mission has to an even larger degree, a
broad enough scope to deal with the
regulatory fairness issues and concerns in
their larger context.

[ believe one of the flaws of Referen-
dum 48 was that it was too simple and too
narrow a response to a much larger and

more complex issue. You cannot solve
land use issues by taking “takings” out of
context.

That context includes considering
other community goals as well as concern
for private property rights. So the Land
Use Study Commission is the current
forum for the regulatory fairness debate
and the commission’s process will be
thoughtful, deliberate, fair, and open. If
people want to get involved in land use
issues and solutions, the study commis-
sion is the vehicle they should focus on.

The quick fixes being offered and
played up in the media won't achieve the
meaningful solutions that thoughtful
regulatory reform debate will bring.

ESHB 1724 sets forth a process and
procedures for a coordinated, integrated
permit system that will be evaluated in the
next three years for its effectiveness.
Some planners think the process that is set
forth could be improved to better accom-
modate small communities or slower
growing communities. (See page 6 for
comments on ESHB 1724.)

Permit Conferences
in January 1996

Three conferences on permit regulatory reform
will feature speakers from the five communities
that received grants this fall from CTED to de-
velop models for consolidated, integrated permit
gystems under ESHB 1724.

Conference Dates and Cities

January 10 Mount Yernon — 8 a.m. to noon.
Part of the NWAPA Chapter all day
meeting.

Moses Lake — 9 a.m. to 2 p.m.
Part of DNR's planners meeting.
SeaTac—O9am. todpm.

January 18

January 24

Registrations

To register for the Mount Vemon meeting, call
Amy Magnum at 360-354-5532. For information
on the other meetings, call 360-753-2222,
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Clark County amends new permit
system to comply with ESHB 1724

By Robert Higbie
Clark County Senior Planner

hat changes should be made

when review for a permit and its

accompanying environmental
review are completed within the timelines
of ESHB 1724, with predictability and
consistency, but under a different
process?

Clark County completed an exhaus-
tive, and expensive, process in December
1994 to revise its land development
TEVIEW Process.

The development review philosophy
of the new process assumes:

B The applicant will have preapplication
review and will submit a complete
application and environmental
checklist based on that conference.

I County staff will comment on the
application early in the process, make
a determination that the application is
complete, schedule the hearing, if
required, for the earliest possible date,
and prepare a staff decision or
recommendation.

I Environmental mitigations will be
limited to those that cannot be
mitigated by existing law and will
likely cause a significant adverse
impact on the environment if not
mitigated.

Now, one planner, instead of two,
completes and coordinates all comments
and responses to all project issues. Issues
are brought to a multidisciplinary team
immediately after submission and again
within several weeks of application.

Based on these meetings, “good”
applications are determined to be com-
plete within 10 to 15 days from the date
submitted and public hearings are
scheduled immediately so they are held
within 90 days of the date of application,
regardless of whether additional informa-
tion is requested from the applicant. If the

needed information can’t be developed in
a timely manner, a staff report is written
based on available information.

The applicant has the option of
requesting a continuance of the hearing
from the hearing examiner, at the cost of
additional fees, to develop more detailed
information.

Because of the major investment
Clark County made in the process, and
the general consensus that it works, we
plan to modify the procedures only to the
extent required to comply with the ESHB
1724 except for one aspect. ESHB 1724
requires environmental and development
review to be consolidated. We intend to
combine, to the extent legally allowed,
the land use application and environmen-
tal checklist into one form and to consoli-
date the SEPA analysis and the
development review analysis into one
report, It will be coordinated and prepared
by one planner, for all land use applica-
tions which do not warrant a determina-
tion of significance.

The purpose of this consolidation is to
start toward a true, single process of
reviewing applications. Combining the
forms and reports is intended to focus the
debate on applications to real issues and
away from procedural and technical
issues used to delay but seldom to stop
developments which are designed to meet
the law.

We also intend to develop application
materials which clearly communicate how
the review process works, what informa-
tion is necessary to be acceptable, and
what timelines can be anticipated.

To track compliance with local and
ESHB 1724 review timelines, the only
realistic method for the volume and
diversity of applications is a computer
program. Clark County’s will need to be
modified to reflect time periods that
*count” and those that do not under
ESHB 1724.

State land use code

to be developed
By Harry Reinert, Executive Director,
Land Use Study Commission

Logking at ways 1o betier imiegrate the
state’s land use and enviranmental
laws was the charge of the Govemor's
Task Force on Requlatory Reform
appainted in 1993, In its final report in
December 1395, the task force
recognized fhat improvements in the
|and use process would not oocur
avemigh.

Thee task force elso recognized that resl
improvements require a continuing
review process 1o evaluate the effect of
its recommendations. To conduct this
review, the task force recommended
the creation of the Land Use Study
Commission, The Leqisiaiure adopted
ESHB 1724 which contained this
provision.

The comméssion's mission i to develop
a state land use code that integrates
and coordinates the siata's land use
and environmental lzws. Within this
Tramework, the commission will review
existing efforts at consolidation and
integration and identify changes
needed fo aliow for growth whils
protacting the state’s emvironment.

The commission also will review local
govemment permit processes and
evaluate funding mechanisms to allow
them to pay for iniegrated planning and
environmental review.

Comméssion appointments were
announced in September. T. Ryan
Durkan, an attomey with the Sezttle
law firm Hillis, Clark, Martin &
Peterson, is the commission chair.

Meeting four times since its
appointment, the commission will mest
at least manthdy through the first half of
1996, It is focusing its eary efforts on
reviewing price state efforts at
improving land use and environmental
processes. The commission alsa will
hear the concemns of the Legislzture,
pablic, and cthers on the cumrent land
use system. After this initial review, the
commission will refing its workplan.

Far infarmation, call Harry Feinert ai
360-T53-4316 or 206-464-6282, or
Julig Knacksted! at 360-586-1274 or

via e-mail af: fandusa &win.com.
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Ecology’s role under

ESHB 1724

ESHB 1724 Is & swesping land use requla-
tory reform law. For Ecology, the most
important reforms are changes fo the State
Environmental Pollcy Acts role in fand use
process, inteqgration of the Shorsiine Man-
agement Act with Growth Management Aci,
and establishment of a Permit Assistance
Center.

The 1995 legistative amendments to shore-
ne management are the most significant
changes sinoe it was passed in 1972, Local
qovernments are required to integrate
shorefing and growth management plan-
ning, streamiine permits and appeals, and
improve public invohvemert,

Althrowgh the reform law doesn't change
SMA's basic policy or goveming struchure,
most of fts administration is modified.
Ecology plans to consolidate eight shore-
line chiapters of the Washington Administra-
tive Code Into theee: 1) slreamning permil
and enforcement procadures (April 1396);
2) clarifying jurisdiction and definitions for
wetlands, streams, and lakes (July 1996);
and 3) updating shoreline master programs
(December 1996),

Under the new law, SEPA is 1o be used as
& back-up system 1o fill in gaps. GMA plans
and reguiations and other envinonmental
|zws shoukd be the primary means of
environmental analysis and profection. If
-comprenensive plans and regulations
adequalely address project impacts, no
additional ervirnmental impact statement
or project mitigation may be required.

The depariments of Ecology and Commun-
ity, Trade and Economic Development will
joimtty adopt rules for SEPAGMA integra-
tion. An advisary comrittes is working 1o
ardress issues and concems.

The schedule for rule amendments is:
public: review, March 1996; public hearings,
June 1996; and adoption, August 1998

Inkerim guidance on & consolidated
environmental review and pemit process
will be provided fo Jocal govemments by
Ecology and CTED in January 1996, sincs
kocal governments are required to adopt &
process by March 31, 1996,

ESHEB 1724 repealed the Environmental
Procedures Coordination Act and created
the Parmit Assistance Centar at Ecology.
The center provides permit infarmation and
assistance, facktates project review and
coordination, and gathers infarmation an
improving permit processes. PAC staff will
be developing procedural rues.

City’s new permit system builds on
strengths of existing system

By Pete Friedman
Mill Creek Senior Planner

ill Creek’s primary strategy to
M meet the permit consolidation

requirements under ESHB 1724
is o combine the administrative, review,
and appeal procedures in the current
zoning and subdivision ordinances, the
building code, and environmental
regulations into a new ordinance called
Development Code Administration.

The new ordinance format is sequen-
tial, starting with an introduction explain-
ing the purpose of the process, followed
by the definitions, roles and responsibili-
ties of the boards and commissions,
application requirements, the review and
approval process, public notice, and
appeals. The new ordinance will include a
graphic illustration of the review process.

Mill Creek isn't changing its proce-
dures significantly, We've added ESHB
1724 timelines and additional notices.
However, we’ve been doing many things
required by the new permit law all along,
including preapplication meetings and
letters of completeness.

One significant change will be the
reference to planned action as authorized
by ESHB 1724. It won't affect routine
development, such as binding site plans
and plats. It's aimed at larger actions,
such as our Town Center plan.

In addition, the hearing process will
change. Currently the planning commis-
sion holds hearings on all new develop-
ments and makes recommendations to the
city council. If the council wants a major
change, another public hearing is held.
Under ESHE 1724, the council will not
need to hold a second hearing. The open
record hearing will be before the planning
commission and the closed record appeal,
if any, will be before the city council.

For an appeal of a determination of
significance, we’ll have an open record
hearing, and also an open record hearing

on the development. Once the environ-
mental review issue is resolved, Mill
Creek will have as many preapplication
meelings as is needed.

Compliance with the new law's
requirement for notice of a complete
application in 28 days is not a problem.
We've been issuing letters of complete-
ness for at least three years.

On meeting the 120-day requirement
for permit approval, it's going to be tight.
We'll have to work faster. The key will
be communicating the application
requirements and the level of detail
needed in the preapplication process.

I don’t think we'll have major
difficulties complying with ESHB 1724,
but there will be more paperwork on our
part. Obviously we'll have additional
notices to prepare and post.

We expect to have no major problems
meeting the State Environmental Policy
Act changes. We've been functioning
within the spirit of the law for a long
time. Because we have a small staff,
we’ve always had one person as the
permit coordinator,

For public involvement in developing
our ESHB 1724 process, we have had two
workshops before the planning commis-
sion and a public hearing,

In summary, we can write an ordi-
nance that is in technical compliance with
ESHB 1724. However, the key element in
making it work is attitude. The city has a
strong customer service orientation. This
combined with clear communication on
permit submittal requirements as well as
the type and quality of development that
the community expects is what makes the
process work.

An appeal of a determination of
significance will occur before a decision
on a proposed action. We will hold a
hearing on the appeal, resolve the envi-
ronmental issues, and hold another open
record hearing on the development.
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Olympia’s new system offers permitting choices

By Steve Friddle
Qlympia Senior Planner

or Olympia, the challenge of
F regulatory reform is to consoli-

date our administrative, environ-
mental review, site plan review,
design review, engineering, building,
and hearing examiner permit process
into 120-days with one decision and
one appeal.

The message from our customers
was that our existing “staged”™ permit
review process is preferred since it
allows the applicant to obtain discre-
tionary land use approvals
before costly engineering
and architectural plans are
initiated.

In December, the city
adopted an ordinance that
retains a staged permit
review process. It also
provides the state mandated
process that features one
application, one permit
coordinator, one determina-
tion whether the application
is complete, one notice, one
comment period, one open
record hearing (if required),
one decision, and one
closed record appeal. This
process includes all discre-
tionary land use approvals
and engineering and
building permits.

The city will restructure its exiting
process into a staged review to
include:;

Land use approval will consolidate
concept design review, SEPA, site
plan review, and hearings examiner
review, if required, into one decision,
The Site Plan Review Committee will
issue the decision if the proposal
doesn’t require an open record
hearing; or the committee will prepare
a recommendation to the hearing
examiner, if a public hearing is
required.

For proposals that don’t require a
hearing, the committee decision will
be appealable to the hearings exam-
iner. If appealed, the examiner will
conduet an open record appeal hearing
and issue a written decision. For
proposals that require a hearing, the
examiner’s decision is appealable to
the city council. The council will
conduct a closed record appeal.

For engineering permits, the
development engineer will issue the
permit. The decision to issue a permit
will be appealable to the hearing
examiner. The examiner will conduct

an open record appeal hearing and
issue a written decision. The
examiner’s decision could be appealed
to the city council.

The building official will issue the
building permit. Detailed design
review dealing with color, materials,
and other design aspects before the
Design Review Board will be incorpo-
rated into this process.

The decision to issue a permit can
be appealed to the hearing examiner.
The examiner will conduct an open
record appeal hearing and issue a

written decision. The examiner’s
decision can be appealed to the city
coungil.

Because engineering or building
appeals may generate technical issues,
the examiner will have the authority to
obtain technical expert assistance
when considering such appeals.

Administratively, the city has
taken several steps to consolidate
environmental review with the
associated permit review. The appli-
cant applies for both a SEPA determi-
nation and a permit simultaneously.
The project planner and environmental

Olympia staff are completing work on the city’s permitting system under ESHB 1724,

review officer review the application
simultaneously. This will take en-
hanced coordination so these planners
can appropriately sequence their
decisions.

One major change is to make the
Design Review Board advisory to the
Site Plan Review Committee. The
board will have less formal public
meetings and forward its recommen-
dations to the committee.

The Site Plan Review Committee
will be expanded to include the
environmental review officer.
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ESHB 1724’s
approach questioned

ESHB 1724, with iis one open record
hearing reguirsment on parmit
applications. is causing problems in
small communities, said Margaret
Fleak, planning director for Burlington.

“Cifizens feel cut off fram small town
officials,” said Fleek. “The issua is why
have alected officials if you can't t2k to
them.” Also, the planning commission
doesn’t wank 1o be the final decision-
making body on quasHudicial matters,
she added. It's imporiant in small
jurisdictions fo imvalve the planning
commissian in important land use
dactsions. They'ra the oaly ody
educated in and use.

In 1992, Burlington adopted &
consolidated permit system. Approving
permit applications in 120 days isnl &
probienm.

Darcay Fugman-Small, Walla Walla
County planning director, doasn't
disagres with the basic idea of ESHE
1724, but the law's requirements for
natification, formal letters, &nd fracking
are difficult for & small junsdictions.
Walla Walla County will be spending
moare fime and mongy te do the same
thing, Fugman-Small said,

Since fhe county adveriises in a weskly
paper, ESHB 1724's notification
process will add another week fo the
penmit réview process.

Permit furnaround time isn't an issue in
unincorporated Walls Walla County,
population 35,000. “ff | ook 120 days to
process a permit, |'d be out the door,”
Fugman-Small said. "We're trying to fix
something that isn't broken.”

Writing detters on whether an
application is compbete will take more
staff time. Curcently, it the information is
not complete, developers are called the
week after =taff review the application.

Walla Walla County's pemit fracking
sysiem includes a “white board” that
lists the stafus of permits. *Ii's real
successiul” Fugman-Small said, adding
the county will continue using this
system rather than spending funds on &
compuierized syster,

Citizens in Walla Walla County also
want the opportunity to speak 1o their
glectad officials about parmit
applications.

Pierce Co. meets ESHB 1724 challenge

By Sean Gaffney
Senior Planner, Pierce County

scrutinizing the 106 pages of ESHB

1724 and converting it into a man-
ageable reference document. We created a
table which summarized key provisions
and deadlines. In addition, we devised a
timeline for various parts of the new law.

As a level of familiarity developed with
ESHB 1724’s requirements, we analyzed
existing processes and regulations to
determine areas of compliance and incon-
sistency. The key provisions of the ESHB
1724 were again placed into a table format
with an added column for correlating
county regulations. This matrix specifically
cross-references the ESHB 1724 provisions
to the applicable existing regulations.

Once this analysis was complete, an
interdepartmental team met. The team
discussion focused on three main topics:
complete applications, application submit-
tals and resubmittals, and the consolidated
permit process. The overriding concept
behind all discussions was processing
permit applications within 120 days.

Our proposed method for integration of
ESHB 1724 places a greater emphasis on
preliminary reviews to ensure applicants
understand their options and what is
required to submit a complete application.
This would include offering choices to
applicants on how they want their permits
processed, i.e., consolidated or single track.

Our application submittal standards will
be updated to clarify what information is
required to file a complete application. We
also plan to improve our internal review
process and tracking system to ensure a
Notice of Final Decision is issued within
the 120-day time period.

Recognizing the importance of citizen
involvement, an initial public hearing is
scheduled early in January on Pierce
County’s ESHB 1724 strategy. When the
draft amendments are complete, they will
be presented to a citizens’ advisory com-
mittee. This committee will complete its

T he first task Pierce County faced was

review by January 30. Its recommendations
will be evaluated and reflected in the draft
amendments that will be forwarded to the
Pierce County Planning Commission.

Pierce County has been updating its
permitting process over the past 10 years.
Many of these changes have served the
county well in light of the provisions
of ESHR 1724. Some of these efforts
included combining appeals with the
project permit, adopting a hearing
examiner system, and processing multiple
permits concurrently.

With or without the mandate of ESHB
1724, Pierce County will continue to refine
and upgrade our existing permit process in
order to meet the high permit demand as
well as improve our quality of customer
service. The advent of ESHB 1724 simply
validates our constant efforts.

Kennewick develops matrix

CONTINUED FROM PAGE |
Spend some time answering the
following questions to prepare for consoli-
dating your permitting and environmental
processes,
I Have we organized our existing
processes into logical categories so that
we understand them?

I Have we designed and implemented
our notice of completeness which we
should already be using?

I Have we started talking to our council
or commission to prepare them for the
changes that need to be made?

I Are we working closely with our
legal counsel to develop the changes
so they are internally and externally
consistent?

I Have we planned when and how we
will prepare, include, or inform the
public and others of the new processes
or changes?
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Growth management hearings boards

Listed below are new cases or
action on existing cases before the
state’s growth management hearings
hoards.

Central Puget Sound

Case No, 95-3-0008 Statvs: Decision 12/1/95
Vashon-Maury Island et al. vs. King

County. Subject; Some challenged portions of

the comprehensive plan retumed for compliance.

Cast No. 95-3-0016 Starus: CoMmPLIANCE
DEADLINE 473196

Gig Harbor et al. vs. Pierce County. The
board found the county’s plan is in compliance
with the GMA except for these sections returned
for changes: 1) define and map open space/
greenbelts; 2) establish criteria to prohibit urban
uses in rural areas and remove two roral activity
center designations; and 3) amend the Ruoral 5
designation to prevent urban growth

Cask No. 95-3-0039 Status: CoMPLIANCE
DEADLINE 43/96.

City of Bremerton et al. vs. Kitsap County,
Subject: The board found the comprehensive
plan and implementing regulations are not in
compliance with the GMA and are found entirely
invalid. The plans fatal flaws are returned to the
county for comection, including: 1) the excess
population projection for the wrong vear; 2)
improper planning for urban growth in the rural
area; 3) lack of a capital facilities element; and
4) lack of process for providing public facilities.
Other issues include order for including lands
within the final UGA, land supply markel factor,
and lot sizes. Superior Court appeals,

Caze No, 95-3-0041 Status: COMPLIANCE BY
1/8/9%

Alberg et al. vs. King County. The board
found: 1) the mineral land regulations challenged
are in compliance with the GMA; and 2)
Appendix N thwarts the preservation and
continued viability of agricultural land and
agricultural uses on that land.

Case No. 95-3-0043 Status: CoMPLIANCE
RULINGS 872195, 11/3/95

Hensley et al. vs. Snohomish County,
Subject: Comprehensive plan and development
regulations. Finding of compliance for plan and
UGA boundaries: finding of noncompliance for
development regulations
Case No. 95-3-0044 Status: Fisovg of
coMPLIANCE 1(M27/95

Concerned Citizens for Sky Valley vs. City
of Gold Bar. Subject: Resource lands and critical
areas.

Case No, 95-3-0047 Status: Decisios 12/6/95

Pilchuek Audubon Society et al. vs,
Snohomish County, Subject: Certain challenged
parts of the county's critical areas ordinance
were returmed for compliance,

Case No, 95-3-0049 Startus: Dissssen
1(M24/95

Reid vs. City of Issaquah. Subject: Mineral
resource lands,

Case No. 95-3-0050 STaTus: APFEAL

Burlington Northern Raileoad vs. City of
Auburn. Siting of essential public facility.
Superior Court appeal.

Casg No. 95-3-033 Starus: Decision 17896
Association to Protect Anderson Creek et al.
vs. City of Bremerton. Subject: Critical areas,

CasE No, 95-3-0055 Starus: Dissussen 920095
South Bellevue Limited Partnership and
South Bellevue Development Inc. vs. City of
Bellevue and Issaguah School District No. 411.
Subject: School impact fees. Superior Court
appeal.
Case No, 95-3-0056 Status: Decision 213/9%
Agriculture for Tomorrow v, City of
Arlington. Subject: Comprehensive plan.
Case No. 95-3-0057 Starus: Dissnssen
10/24/96; ArrEALED IN SuPERIOR COURT
Douglas and Donna Tait et al. vs. City of
Buckley. Subject: Comprehensive plan.
Case No, 95-3-0058 Starus: Dismissen
1¥27/95
Jom Salisbury et al. vs. Bonney Lake,
Subject: Capital facilities element of comprehen-
sive plan.
Case No. 95-3-I068 Status: HEarmv
1/16-17/96
Sky Valley et al. vs. Snohomish County.
Subject: Comprehensive plan, final UGAs, and
development regulations.
Case No, 95-3-0070 Starus: Dissassen 9/19/95
South Lake Union Defense Fund vs. City of
Seattle. City's Commons plan.

Case No. 95-3-0071 Starvs: Hearvg 130196
Peninsula Neighborhood Association vs.
Pierce County, Subject: Density in rural areas.
Case No, 95-3-0072 Starus: Hearmve 113196
Benaroya et al. vs. City of Redmond.
Subject: Certain agricultural designations.
Case No, 95-3-0073 Starvs: Heamivg 2896
West Seattle Defense Fund et al. vs. City of
Seattle. Subject: Comprehensive plan amend-
Ments.
Case No. 95-3-0075 Starus: Hearivg 3596
Hapsmith Co. et al. vs. City of Auburn,
Subject: Comprehensive plan.
Case No, 95-3-0076 Status: Heamive 327/96

Shulman vs, City of Bellevue, Subject: Land
use designations,

Western Washington

Casg No. 95-2-0073 Status: Decisios 1/10/96
John Diehl et al. vs. Mason County. Subject:
Resource lands and interim UGAs.
Case No. 95-2-0074 Status: WITHDRAWN
BI2RM5
Pope Resources vs, Jefferson County.
Subject: Forest lands.

Case No. 95-2-0075 Starus: Decision 12496
Friends of Skagit County vs. Skagit County.

Subject: Resource lands and critical areas,

Casg No. 95-2-0076 Status: DEcision 13096
Seaview Coast Conservation Coalition vs,

Pacific County. Subject: Resource lands and

critical areas.

Case No. 95-220077 Starus: Dississep 8/23/95

Washington Department of Natural
Resources vs. Jefferson County. Subject: Interim
designation and regulation of forest resource
lands.

Casg No. 95-2-0078 Starus: Dissssen 8/16/95
James Schlatter vs. Clark County. Subject:

Property rights.

Casg No. 95-2-0079 Starus: Dissossen 920095

Friends of Skagit County vs. Skagit County.
Subject: UGAs.

Case No. 95-2.0081 Statvs: Decision 2/26/96
Ron Beckstrom et al. vs. San Juan County.
Subject: Subarea plan.

Case Mo, 95-2-0082 Stamus: Decision 31196
Donna and Thomas Armstrong vs, Clark
County. Subject: Water supply ordinance.

Casg No, 95-2-0083 Status: HEaring 2/6/96

Cedar Park Residents Association and City
of Port Angeles vs. Clallam County. Subject:
UGA and urban services and facilities.

Eastern Washington

Cast Now 94-1-0015 Starus: Hearmic 12/18/95
Save Out Butte Save Qur Basin Society vs.
Chelan County. Subject: Invalidity.

Case No. 94-1-0022 States: Decisios 12/21/95
Yakama Indian MNation vs. Kittitas County.
Subject: Critical areas’ compliance.
Case No, 95-1-0025 Status: CoMPLIANCE
FINBING
Mike Williams et al. vs. City of Ellensburg,
Subject: Found in compliance procedurally,
Case No. 95-1-0005 Statos: Penmos
WITHDRAWN

Thomas Frost vs. Spokane County, Subject:
Resource lands.

CasE No, 95-1-0007 Statvs: Hearmvg 2/8/96
Kittitas County vs, City of Ellensburg,
Subject: Comprehensive plan. In mediation.
Case No, 95-1-0008 Starus: Heamivg 1271495
City of Ellensburg et al. vs, Kittitas County.
Subject: Agricultural lands.
Case No. 95-1-0010 Starvs: Hearivg 12/14/05
Gary Woodmansee and Concerned Friends
of Ferry County vs, Ferry County. Subject;
Critical areas, resource lands, and GMA goals.
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Groups looking for changes from new permit law

hat do developers, environ-
mental groups, and real estate
agents expect from the

passage of ESHB 17247

“The land use planning process is
more complex than it needs to be,”
said Jim Williams, executive director,
Master Builders of King and
Snohomish Counties. ESHB 1724
offers local governments a way to
streamline the process and just say
“yes.” A quick “no” isn’t quite as
satisfying as “yes,” but it’s better than
getting strung out in the process.

Lengthy approval processes add
considerably to the cost of houses.
Today’s homeowners are averaging
$1.800 a month in payments. Current
permit processing adds considerably
to the cosis, along with taxes and
impact fees.

With the 120-day permit tum-
around time for Growth Management
Act communities, developers know
what to expect. “Developers have a
right to clarity about the regulations
for their project,” said Williams.

Preapplication meetings are
another concern. Developers want to
go through this process only once. If
procedure are explained and develop-
ers know what to provide, repetitive
meetings can be avoided.

Area-wide environmental 1mpact
statements, such as the one developed
by the city of Everett, will reduce
environmental review for projects.
“We are interested in making housing
affordable, said Williams. “We need
clear, concise permitting that effi-
ciently reduces lengthy process times.
The 120-day permit turnaround will
help in this effort.”

1000 Friends of Washington sees
ESHE 1724 as a means to bring about
the promise of the Growth Manage-
ment Act by doing away with overlaps
between the GMA and environmental
laws, said Tracy Burrows, planner for
the organization.

1000 Friends expects local
governments to be more creative in
the way they involve citizens. The
group offers a booklet on the new
permit law. “When the signs go up,
it's too late,” said Burrows. “We are
informing citizens that they need to
get involved early.”

It's difficult for citizens to visual-
ize projects that will be built later
when a subarea plan or a comprehen-
sive plan amendment is approved, she
added. New technology such as video
imaging and build-out maps will help.

The barriers between citizens and
planners need to be broken down, said
Burrows. “People have a lack of
confidence in government. They
aren’t going to be involved ‘up front,’
if they don’t trust government.”

If local governments do a good job
under ESHB 1724, they will not have
to face another unreasonable property
rights measure, she added.

Permit regulatory reform under
ESHE 1724 offers a way to cut permit
processing time. “Citizens’ groups
will see if it works for them,” Burrows
said.

ESHB 1724 will benefit the real
estate industry, said Mike Spence,
attorney and lobbyist for the Seattle-
King County Association of Realtors.
“We're pleased everyone is taking it
seriously.”

Realtors are dealing with buyers
and sellers, Spence said. They want to
know what property is worth and what
the owner can or cannot do with it. “A
clear and concise permit and planning
process helps.”

The requirement under ESHB
1724 to “docket” suggested compre-
hensive plan amendments is helpful.
Combining permit and environmental
review under ESHB 1724 should work
if it is well publicized in easy to
understand layman’s terms.

Spence suggests that planning
departments not wait the full 28 days
to let a client know if an application is
complete. “Call them, if you know
sooner. It will save hostility.”

He would also like to see permit
processors be honest about using
exemptions to the 120-day permit
approval requirement. “If we can get
to ‘yes’ in 120 days, everyone wins.”
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